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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Investigation to Develop

Additional Methods to Implement the Rulemaking 06-02-012
California Renewables Portfolio Standard (Filed February 16, 2006)
Program

COMMENTS OF THE DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES ON THE

DECISION AUTHORIZING USE OF TRADABLE RENEWABLE ENERGY

CREDITS FOR COMPLIANCE WITH THE CALIFORNIA RENEWABLES
PORTFOLIO STANDARD

I. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Rule 14.3 of the Commission’s Rules of Practices and Procedure, the
Division of Ratepayers Advocates (DRA) hereby submits the following comments on the
Proposed Decision (PD) of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Anne Simon, authorizing
the use of tradable renewable energy credits (TRECs) for compliance with the California
Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) program.

This PD appears to supersede an earlier PD issued on October 29, 2008 on the
same issue, because it is not an alternate to the earlier PD. DRA filed comments on the
earlier PD on November 18, 2008, and to the extent that the current PD and the earlier
one remain the same, DRA’s comments on the earlier PD are equally applicable to this
PD and are hereby incorporated by reference. However, to the extent that the current PD
has changed aspects of the earlier PD, DRA addresses those changes in these comments.

DRA commends the Commission for significantly improving on earlier PD by
setting a 5 percent procurement limit on TRECs in this PD, whereas the October 29, 2008
PD did not have any limit. Further the current PD acknowledges that, at present, TRECs
are only an additional compliance tool for meeting RPS obligations. DRA is also
encouraged that the current PD recognizes that there are no real sources for TRECs in the
immediate future since existing RPS-eligible generation is largely in utilities’ portfolios,

construction of RPS-eligible generation outside of California is uncertain and the



technical requirements for allowing distributed generation (DG) installation make it
impossible to estimate the availability of TRECs from DG.

Notwithstanding the marked improvement of a 5 percent TREC procurement limit
DRA continues to have substantial concerns with the use of TRECs. Thus, DRA urges
the Commission to withhold its decision on this PD until the concerns with the proposed
design of a market for tradable energy credits can be better addressed and resolved. This
delay is necessary because this PD and the original PD contradict each other. Unless, this
PD is clarified the marked improvement it provided by limiting TRECs procurement to 5
percent would be eliminated by the other aspects of the PD that authorize among other
things, hoarding of existing TRECs for future trades. For these reasons, DRA opposes
the PD as currently written and recommends that the Commission address the legal and

factual flaws before adopting it in any form.

I1. DRA SUPPORTS 5 PERCENT LIMIT ON THE TRECs
PERMANENT

The most commendable aspect of the PD is the 5 percent limit it places on the
procurement of TRECs for RPS compliance, but this limit is inconsistent with several
design elements the PD also approves for the TREC market, such as earmarking and
banking. Further, the PD states that the 5 percent limit is only temporary, but fails to
state how the rationale for the limit supports any changes in the near future or until the

RPS deadline of 2010.

A. The Rules Governing the Banking and Earmarking of
TRECs Contracts Should Be Clarified to Prevent
Loopholes in RPS Program Compliance.

As DRA and other parties have expressed in previous comments, it is important to
limit the amount of RECs contracts that qualify for RPS compliance to ensure that [OUs
continue to pursue long-term renewable energy contracts. However, as written, the PD
places no limit on the amount of TRECs contracts an IOU can bank or earmark. The
two-year trial cap of 5% of an IOUs annual procurement target (APT) as TRECs

contracts that qualify for RPS compliance is insufficient. DRA’s concern is that the



current language of the PD will promote the banking and earmarking of excess TRECs
contracts that may later be applied to RPS compliance in excess of the 5% of APT
threshold.

1. Banking and earmarking of RECs contracts should
be disallowed.

The Commission should not equate banking and earmarking of bundled renewable
resources with banking and earmarking of TRECs as both have a markedly different
effect on the RPS program and the market. Thus, the staff white paper released by the
Commission clearly states that “...the current provisions allowing unlimited banking
should be revisited and changed to a finite time period, consistent with the objective of
encouraging market liquidity and ensuring that the RPS provides ongoing and consistent
demand for renewable generation.”'

Similarly, the Energy Division’s (ED) Straw Proposal on TRECs also advises
against earmarking of TRECs of any sort for RPS compliance. DRA agrees with the
position taken in the staff white paper and straw proposal that unlimited banking and
earmarking of TRECs contracts contradict the goals of the RPS program and thus the
Commission should disallow the banking or earmarking of any and all TRECs contracts.
It is unclear to DRA why the IOUs should be permitted to engage in forward and back
counting at all if the Commission intends to uphold its cap of 5% of APT as a limit on
TRECsS.

The problem with the IOU and RPS compliance has not been their ability to secure
REC, TREC, and other out-of-state renewable energy contracts but with their ability to
secure long-term eligible renewable energy contracts with in-state facilities or to use such
long-term contracts to create incentives for new developments.

The intent behind allowing IOUs to earmark and bank renewable energy contracts

and excess surplus is to account for the lumpy cycle of procurement associated with long-
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term renewable facility development. Banking essentially gives IOUs the opportunity to
apply current surplus to anticipated future non-compliance. Earmarking allows IOUs
with known future contracts to apply these contracts to past deficiencies. Given that one
of the primary reasons for the PD’s imposition of a 5 percent cap on TREC procurement
is the lack of sufficient TRECs for utilities to use in meeting their RPS compliance,
earmarking and banking will only undermine both reasons.

Regarding the availability of TRECs in the 2009 through the 2011 timeframe in
which the PD would apply, the PD stated:

[1]t appears that existing RPS-eligible generation is largely
already included in utilities’ portfolios. Many utility-scale
projects are under contract, but are not yet build and
delivering energy. The construction of new RPS-eligible
generation not located in California is uncertain, and the
availability of TRECs from that generation is similarly
unknown. The use of TRECs from new DG installations is
dependent both upon the technical requirements of WREGIS
and upon whether the DG owner wishes to retain the RECs to
support its own green claims. Since TRECs come from RPS-
eligible generation, and the supply of new RPS-eligible
generation not already committed to RPS compliance is likely
to be limited, the supply of TRECs in the next few years will
be similarly limited.

(PD, p.20.)

Thus to permit the IOUs to engage in unlimited banking and earmarking of RECs
contracts will do nothing to assist them with RPS compliance as a majority of these
contracts are with existing energy producing facilities; and will not result in constructing
any new renewable facilities. Such banked and earmarked contracts would provide no
additional attributes and would only further an IOUs reliance on such contracts to meet
RPS compliance. Since TRECs do not promote RPS development, no evidence has been
presented to support that TRECs contribute to new facility development and in many
instances may hinder new facility development, earmarking and banking of TRECs
contracts, even with a three year cap, is insufficient for the purpose of meeting RPS

goals.



Secondary to ensuring the continuance of long-term contracts in the RPS program,
the banking of TRECs contracts for a maximum of three years will create artificial
scarcity of RECs in an already flawed market. Thus the clear outcome of the TRECs
market will not be exposed. Banking of TRECs contracts, even with a limit of three
years, can essentially be considered a form of hoarding. When a contract is banked, it is
essentially removed from the market. Thus, the Commission, California Energy
Commission (CEC) and WREGIS will lack the opportunity to monitor and track this
contract. This monitoring is critical during the two-year trial period, especially as the
Commission has set forth five criteria to consider at the end of this time, to determine
how both the REC price cap and 5% of APT cap will be assessed going forward. If some
RECs contracts are removed from this two-year assessment, the results may not accurate.

If utilities are allowed to earmark and bank TRECs, then utilities with greater
opportunities to obtain TRECs would be able to assert significant market power over the
prices the market may have set for TRECs.

As TURN, GPI, UCS and Aglet note, the ability of RPS
procurement to promote stable electricity prices depends in
part on the use of long-term fixed-price contracts for energy
delivery. TREC deals, no matter the length of their term or
the length of time the generation facility has been operating,
do not provide for the long-term delivery of fixed-price
power, and thus do not contribute to price stability.

(PD, p.27.)

III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD CLARIFY HOW IT WILL ADDRESS
THE POTENTIAL DANGERS WITHIN THE TREC MARKET AS
IT IS CURRENTLY PROPOSED.

Although the PD is a marked improvement over the October 29, 2008 version, it
still fails to address several flaws in the market for TRECs

A. The TREC market trial period should be extended to a
minimum of five years.

As the PD states and parties agree, “at least in the next three or four years, the

demand for TRECs for California RPS compliance is highly likely to exceed the limited
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its inception. Due to this known flaw with the TRECs market, the two-year trial period
set forth in this PD is not enough time to accurately observe and make judgment on how
TREC transactions and the market will influence California’s RPS program.

If the Commission decides to act on this PD at all, the trial period should be
extended to at least a five-year time frame to give the Commission ample time to observe
and make an informed decision on the interplay of TRECs and the RPS program going
forward. The CEC is two years behind in its assessment of the IOUs’ RPS annual
compliance filings. At this rate the outcomes and affects of the Commission’s proposed
decisions will not be presented until affer the Commission’s two-year trial period has
ended. Thus, it is imperative that the Commission work with the CEC to hasten its review
of the IOU compliance reports so that this information can be applicable and accessible
during the trial period. If the CEC and Commission are both vested with the authority to
oversee WREGIS and ensure its implementation, WREGIS would not be able to function

optimally without updated and accurate information about the I[OUs progress on the RPS

program.

B. The Commission Should Define What It Means By A
Mature TREC Market

A lot of the proposals in the PD are conditioned on the development of a mature
TRECs market, but the PD does not define what would constitute a mature TREC market
in view of the limitations it has already acknowledged with the current design of this
market.

For instance, the PD conditions the 5 percent cap on procurement of TRECs on the
maturity of the market.

To support the price stability that is one of the potential
benefits of contracts for RPS-eligible energy, this decision
provides a temporary limit on the use of TRECs for RPS
compliance by the three large investor-owned utilities (IOUs).

2
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To protect ratepayers from excessive payments for TRECs in
the early stages of the TREC market, a transitional price cap
on TRECs used for RPS compliance by all IOUs will be
instituted. There will be opportunities for review of both
limits as the TREC market matures.

(PD, p.3.)

It is important that parties know how the Commission defines a mature market in
order to understand the effect that the PD’s other design elements would have on such a
market. Given the fact that there will not be enough TRECs in the market in the next few
years, there will likely not be price stability and the impact of the proposed banking and
earmarking design is uncertain, it is difficult to define a mature market. If the
Commission goes forward with the PD, it should clarify the elements of a mature market,

considering the above factors.

IV. THE QUALIFYING ATTRIBUTES OF RECS-ONLY CONTRACTS
SHOULD BE CLARIFIED

The Commission should make existing out-of-state contracts with complex
delivery mechanisms, including firming and shaping elements, TRECs. In the past, many
contracts were purchased for the sole purpose of unbundling their attributes and then
using those attributes for RPS compliance. However, this method also creates a complex
delivery scheme that is inefficient and should be addressed if the Commission is going to

authorize TRECs at all.

A. The Commission should uphold its proposed decision to
label contracts indexed to future energy prices as TRECs
transactions.

As other parties have argued and the Commission admits in this PD: “TRECs
deals, no matter the length of their term or the length of time the generation facility has

been operating, do not provide for the long-term delivery of fixed-price power, and thus

do not contribute to price stability.”é Since one of the most prominent economic
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attributes of renewable energy is to promote price stability, DRA supports the
decision set forth in this proceeding to label RECs contracts indexed to future energy
prices as de facto TRECs or REC-only contracts.

DRA strongly objects to any attempt to modify the PD’s language to allow
contracts indexed to gas qualify for RPS compliance. Such contracts are inconsistent with
the primary goals of the RPS program on do not support new renewable energy
resources. The Commission should state more emphatically that any contracts in this
category that are indexed to future energy prices are REC-only contracts and distinguish

these contracts from those that provide some energy attributes of the RPS program.

B. The Commission should expand on the characteristics of
unbundled contract in the PD to account for contracts
with multiple energy delivery options.

The Commission should further extend this definition of RECs-only contracts to
the various complex forms of firmed and shaped energy contracts currently being
submitted as advice letters for Commission approval. Such contracts with multiple
energy delivery options would, under this PD, straddle the fine line between a bundled
and unbundled or REC-only deal. For example, recent out-of-state renewable REC
contracts requesting Commission approval have consisted of complex delivery options
that allow for the energy in some instances to be delivered directly to California and in
other instances to be sold at various out-of-state hubs. These contracts, more often than
not, are indexed to forward energy prices and do not include the costs of transmission.

Thus DRA requests that the Commission expand its definition of REC-only
contracts to include contracts with multiple energy delivery options, to clarify the many
shades of grey between a bundled and unbundled contract. The Commission should
define the following contracts; Advice Letter (AL) 2319-E, 2275-E, and Resolutions E-
4128, E-4170, E-4204 and E-4216 using this criteria/context for REC-only transactions

V. STANDARD TERMS AND CONDITIONS SHOULD BE MODIFIED

DRA believes that in an effort to eliminate double counting of renewable energy

certificates and ensure that WREGIS has the tools and authority to properly oversee and



regulate the certification, buying, selling, and trading of TRECs, the standard terms and

conditions governing all TRECs transactions should be modified.

A. The contract between seller and buyer should include a
clause requiring the seller of TRECs be prohibited from
reporting or selling the REC in that transaction to
another entity

DRA supports the language of the new and revised standard terms and conditions
but suggests that STC REC-2 Tracking of RECs in WREGIS be amended to state that the
seller of a TREC under contractual obligation to a California LSE cannot--either in the
WREGIS system or another similar tracking system for tradable renewable energy
credits--simultaneously sell the same energy output or green attributes to another party.

Rules guiding WREGIS transactions require “all registered WREGIS account
holders [to] attest that they are not reporting generation data for generation that has been

reported to another tracking system and that they are not selling RECs representing the

same generation data outside WREGIS.. 4 however, it is unclear from this statement
whether the seller is required to report this information only once upon its initial
registration with WREGIS or for each individual transaction it conducts through
WREGIS. Thus, to clarify this statement and ensure against double counting, DRA
recommends the Commission adopt a modification to the standard terms and conditions
that would require the seller to present this information and verification to the buyer upon
each transaction it engages in within WREGIS.

This modification to STC REC-2 would hold the seller legally responsible, and
accountable to the buyer, in WREGIS, and will ensure that the green attribute purchased
is not being accounted for or transacted in another tracking system or market. The issue
of double-counting in the RECs market is a real and impending challenge to the RPS
program and will require properly enforced rules and regulations to ensure that future

problems do not arise.

4
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B. WREGIS should be required to perform annual audits on
account holders.

The Commission should work with the California Energy Commission (CEC) to
require that WREGIS perform annual audits on WREGIS account holders, especially
certified generating units, to insure against double counting. Although Resolution-4178
gives the Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) the “right to audit Account

Holder’s relevant records to verify any information submitted by Account Holder to the

WECC...”> The REC tracking system and California’s RPS program would be best
served if WREGIS is also vested with the authority to audit account holders. Annual
audits performed by WREGIS would keep information on account holders current and
provide a double assurance to TRECs buyers and California ratepayers that account
holders active in WREGIS are being monitored and are not simultaneously selling RECs

in multiple TRECs markets.

VI. CONCLUSION

For all the foregoing reasons, DRA recommends that the Commission defer its
decision on this matter until the concerns in the proposed design of a market for TRECs
can be better addressed and resolved. Should the Commission decide to go forward wit h
a decision to establish a TRECs market, DRA recommends adoption the changes
discussed in these comments and DRA’s proposed changes to the findings of fact and

conclusions of law.

Respectfully submitted,

/S/ NOEL A. OBIORA

Noel A. Obiora
Staff Counsel

5 .
~ Resolution E-4178 pg. 34

10



April 15,2009

11

Attorney for the Division of Ratepayer
Advocates

California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Ave.

San Francisco, CA 94102

Phone: (415) 703-5987

Fax: (415) 703-2262



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of “COMMENTS OF THE
DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES ON THE DECISION
AUTHORIZING USE OF TRADABLE RENEWABLE ENERGY CREDITS FOR
COMPLIANCE WITH THE CALIFORNIA RENEWABLES PORTFOLIO
STANDARD” in R.06-02-012 by using the following service:

[ X ] E-Mail Service: sending the entire document as an attachment to all known
parties of record who provided electronic mail addresses.

[ x ] U.S. Mail Service: mailing by first-class mail with postage prepaid to all
known parties of record who did not provide electronic mail addresses.

Executed on April 15, 2009 at San Francisco, California.

/s/ MARTHA PEREZ
Martha Perez

NOTICE

Parties should notify the Process Office, Public Utilities
Commission, 505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 2000, San Francisco,
CA 94102, of any change of address and/or e-mail address to
insure that they continue to receive documents. You must indicate
the proceeding number on the service list on which your name
appears.

K sk ok sk ok sk ok sk ok sk ok sk ok oskoskosk ok oskoskosk ok oskokosk ok osk ok osk ok osk ok sk ok sk ok sk
%k



dgulino@ridgewoodpower.com
ron.cerniglia@directenergy.com
rick_noger@praxair.com
keith.mccrea@sablaw.com
csmoots@perkinscoie.com
rresch@seia.org
garson_knapp@fpl.com

SERVICE LIST
R.06-02-012

marcel@turn.org
dbp@cpuc.ca.gov
dsh@cpuc.ca.gov
nao@cpuc.ca.gov
stephen.morrison@sfgov.org
theresa.mueller@sfgov.org
crmd@pge.com

Cynthia.A.Fonner@constellation.com mhyams@sfwater.org

ken.baker@wal-mart.com

mpa@a-klaw.com

jennifer.chamberlin@directenergy.contraig.lewis@greenvolts.com

ej_wright@oxy.com
rprince@semprautilities.com
rkeen@manatt.com

mmazur@3PhasesRenewables.com

susan.munves@smgov.net
klatt@energyattorney.com
douglass@energyattorney.com
pssed@adelphia.net
pssed@adelphia.net
cathy.karlstad@sce.com
Joni.Templeton@sce.com
william.v.walsh@sce.com
kswitzer@gswater.com
kswitzer@gswater.com
cponds@ci.chula-vista.ca.us
amsmith@sempra.com
fortlieb@sandiego.gov
khassan@sempra.com
troberts@sempra.com
email@semprasolutions.com
rwinthrop@pilotpowergroup.com
tdarton@pilotpowergroup.com
tdarton@pilotpowergroup.com
jleslie@luce.com
GloriaB@anzaelectric.org
wplaxico@heliosenergy.us

kerry.eden@ci.corona.ca.us
thunt@cecmail.org
Joe.Langenberg@gmail.com
dorth@krcd.org

ek@a-klaw.com
nes@a-klaw.com
rsa@a-klaw.com
pepper@cleanpowermarkets.com

evk1@pge.com

wvm3@pge.com
b.barnes@cleantechamerica.com
bcragg@goodinmacbride.com
jsqueri@gmssr.com
jarmstrong@goodinmacbride.com
jkarp@winston.com
mday@goodinmacbride.com
nmurray@naturener.net
dhuard@manatt.com
derek@evomarkets.com
jkarp@winston.com
jeffgray@dwt.com
salleyoo@dwt.com
sho@ogrady.us

ECL8@pge.com
ssmyers@att.net
gpetlin@3degreesinc.com
glemei@resource-solutions.org

holly@ausra.com
ralf1241a@cs.com
linda.sherif@calpine.com
jeremy.weinstein@pacificorp.com
wbooth@booth-law.com

jweil@aglet.org
demorse@omsoft.com
jsanders@caiso.com
dennis@ddecuir.com
jdalessi@navigantconsulting.com
cmkehrein@ems-ca.com
Audra.Hartmann@Dynegy.com
dcarroll@downeybrand.com
jmcfarland@treasurer.ca.gov
jluckhardt@downeybrand.com
steven@iepa.com
abb@eslawfirm.com
dkk@eslawfirm.com
glw@eslawfirm.com
Imh@eslawfirm.com
wwester@smud.org
kmills@cfbf.com
dmdubson@stoel.com

kevin.lynch@iberdrolausa.com
jordan.white@pacificorp.com
Tom.Elgie@powerex.com
sfinnerty@cpv.com
dhecht@sempratrading.com
jansell@alternitywindpower.com
tmartin@alternitywindpower.com

steven.schleimer@barclayscapital.com

rick_noger@praxair.com
ACRoma@hhlaw.com
perlism@dicksteinshapiro.com
MASullivan@hhlaw.com
vsuravarapu@cera.com
porter@exeterassociates.com

tjaffe@energybusinessconsultants.com

mannm@dteenergy.com

jody_london_consulting@earthlink.netcswoollums@midamerican.com

gmorris@emf.net
Iwisland@ucsusa.org
ndesnoo@ci.berkeley.ca.us
cchen@ucsusa.org
brenda.lemay@horizonwind.com
jpross@sungevity.com
tomb@crossborderenergy.com
janreid@coastecon.com
johnrredding@earthlink.net

abiecunasjp@bv.com
judith.kim@walmartlegal.com
rmccoy@ercot.com
bbaker@summitblue.com
kjsimonsen@ems-ca.com
dsaul@pacificsolar.net
dbrooks@nvenergy.com

chad_dickason@soleonenergy.com

csilveira@nvenergy.com



emello@sppc.com
tdillard@sppc.com
jgreco@terra-genpower.com

ctorchia@chadbourne.com
harveyederpspc@hotmail.com
steve@energyinnovations.com
jackmack@suesec.com
David.Townley@townleytech.com
case.admin@sce.com
gary.allen@sce.com
rkmoore@gswater.com
mary@solutionsforutilities.com
dan@energysmarthomes.net
mtmcewan@gmail.com
daking@sempra.com
tcorr@sempra.com
ygross@sempraglobal.com
liddell@energyattorney.com
mshames@ucan.org
marcie.milner@shell.com
centralfiles@semprautilities.com
jwright@semprautilities.com
dniehaus@semprautilities.com
thamilton@qualitybuilt.com
bjnese@stoel.com
billm@enxco.com
mirwin@edisonmission.com
csteen@bakerlaw.com
rblee@bakerlaw.com

michaelgilmore@inlandenergy.com

hal@rwitz.net
mdjoseph@adamsbroadwell.com
wblattner@semprautilities.com

Diane.Fellman@nexteraenergy.com

matthew@turn.org
mflorio@turn.org
nsuetake@turn.org
paulfenn@]local.org
bfinkelstein@turn.org
Dan.adler@calcef.org
srovetti@sfwater.org
achang@nrdc.org
whgolove@chevron.com
dcover@esassoc.com
filings@a-klaw.com
nlong@nrdc.org
snuller@ethree.com

gcooper@cpv.com

cpuccases@pge.com

sls@a-klaw.com
spauker@wsgr.com
vjw3@pge.com
cmmw@pge.com
nxk2@pge.com
diarmuid@greenwoodenv.com
arno@recurrentenergy.com
Cassandra.sweet@dowjones.com
jscancarelli@flk.com
joshdavidson@dwt.com
rhassan@fbr.com
sdhilton@stoel.com
stevegreenwald@dwt.com
tkaushik@manatt.com
koconnor@winston.com
joshdavidson@dwt.com
judypau@dwt.com
bobgex@dwt.com
cem@newsdata.com
lisa_weinzimer@platts.com
Ifavret@3degreesinc.com
alho@pge.com
regrelcpuccases@pge.com
ELL5S@pge.com
GXL2@pge.com
MMCL@pge.com
MRGG@pge.com
SEHC@pge.com
rwalther@pacbell.net
beth@beth411.com
kerry.hattevik@nrgenergy.com

mpr-ca@coolearthsolar.com
andy.vanhorn@vhcenergy.com
joe.paul@dynegy.com
sbeserra@sbcglobal.net
phanschen@mofo.com
jbarnes@summitblue.com
pletkarj@bv.com
tzentai@summitblue.com
philha@astound.net
dietrichlaw2@earthlink.net
alex.kang@itron.com
nellie.tong@us.kema.com
ramonag@ebmud.com

cpucdockets@keyesandfox.com
kfox@keyesandfox.com
cwooten@lumenxconsulting.com
rschmidt@bartlewells.com
janice@strategenconsulting.com
clyde.murley@comcast.net
sean.beatty@mirant.com
nrader@calwea.org
rhwiser@lbl.gov
ed.smeloff@sunpowercorp.com
brad@mpZ2capital.com
michael@mp2capital.com

brian@banyansec.com
lynn@Imaconsulting.com
anders.glader@iberdrolausa.com
keithwhite@earthlink.net
eric.cherniss@gmail.com
kowalewskia@calpine.com
sberlin@mccarthylaw.com
davido@mid.org
tomk@mid.org
joyw@mid.org
brbarkovich@earthlink.net
dgrandy@caonsitegen.com
rmccann@umich.edu
tobinjmr@sbcglobal.net
bdicapo@caiso.com
grosenblum@caiso.com
saeed.farrokhpay@ferc.gov
e-recipient@caiso.com

david.oliver@navigantconsulting.com

kdusel@navigantconsulting.com

cpucrulings@navigantconsulting.com

Ipark@navigantconsulting.com
pmaxwell@navigantconsulting.com
Iwhouse@innercite.com
kevin@solardevelop.com
tpomales@arb.ca.gov
amber@iepa.com
mclaughlin@braunlegal.com
pstoner@lgc.org
bernardo@braunlegal.com
blaising@braunlegal.com
dseperas@calpine.com
bsb@eslawfirm.com
jig@eslawfirm.com

ahaubenstock@brightsourceenergy.cgdh@eslawfirm.com
fred.wellington@navigantconsulting.cdrepstein@fablaw.com

mrw@mrwassoc.com

esison@smud.org
obartho@smud.org



rroth@smud.org
aorchar@smud.org
bbeebe@smud.org
mdeange@smud.org
vwood@smud.org
bpurewal@water.ca.gov
mniroula@water.ca.gov
artrivera@comcast.net
rlauckhart@globalenergy.com
karen@klindh.com
sas@a-klaw.com
deb@a-klaw.com
kyle.l.davis@pacificorp.com
californiadockets@pacificorp.com
jholmes@emi1.com
cbreidenich@yahoo.com
dws@r-c-s-inc.com
castille@landsenergy.com

pbrehm@infiniacorp.com
jmcmahon@crai.com

ab1@cpuc.ca.gov
as2@cpuc.ca.gov
aes@cpuc.ca.gov
aeg@cpuc.ca.gov
bds@cpuc.ca.gov
bwm@cpuc.ca.gov
cnl@cpuc.ca.gov
css@cpuc.ca.gov
dot@cpuc.ca.gov
eks@cpuc.ca.gov
gtd@cpuc.ca.gov
jm3@cpuc.ca.gov
if2@cpuc.ca.gov
kpp@cpuc.ca.gov
Imi@cpuc.ca.gov
mrl@cpuc.ca.gov

mjs@cpuc.ca.gov
mjh@cpuc.ca.gov
nir@cpuc.ca.gov
psd@cpuc.ca.gov
rmm@cpuc.ca.gov
smk@cpuc.ca.gov
svn@cpuc.ca.gov
kenneth.swain@navigantconsulting.com
gcollord@arb.ca.gov
claufenb@energy.state.ca.us
gbarkalo@energy.state.ca.us
hraitt@energy.state.ca.us
jfleshma@energy.state.ca.us
kzocchet@energy.state.ca.us
Igonzale@energy.state.ca.us
rmiller@energy.state.ca.us
hcronin@water.ca.gov



